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Analyzing PZ 74 GI Bill data -seems to 

'Vietman veteran's chances, of using the Gl' Billc^ tu.tn o 
is from,- Geogxaphy contro'ls opportunities beca-use the^ 
today's GI Bill^ unlike that of World War II"^ s Bill, 
^differences in educational costs^. This legi&l»ativ'e fo 
inadvertently ^ minimizes veterans', use of their deferr 
fpr military service, 1# Eastern and Midwestern states 
formula of today's GI B|ill, ill veterans get the'same 
sum— $220.^ — to pay for education and living costs. /The 
Bill provided a sustenance payment of- .^75 per month a 
payment for • tuition,- books and supplies o-f up to $5p0 
directed to the educational , institution, tn addition, 
benefits Teyels are interpreted by the Veterans Admin 
show .that veterans todays have more, ad justed dollars t 
War II ^veterans. However, this computation is based o 

.Index data, which treated- the 19U8. dpllars as b^in^g w 

\OGtober l97ft dollars. In actuality ^ f igulres like; the 
averafge mcxnthly ^earnings have increased three_to five 
1948 leveX^. Federal or^ state corrective action is ne 
veterans "equaT educational buying power and to^give.t 
income .base. (Author/KE) 
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\ ^ , GEOGRAPHY- CONTROLS VIETNAM-ERA GI BILL USE> — SumHiary 

s Vietnam veterans are a majoi: concern- of the nation * si Mayors 
.Some 7^000^000 men s>2rVed the nation during the Vietnam era, anc 
they have returned to cities ir^ large numbers seeking e'mployment 
and education. ThiS' paper makos -"a- number of sagniflcant findinc's, 
which can be summarized as follows: ^ \ 



X. 

today s 



GeocTra]6hy cohtrols GI Bill use >' Under ^the'^.tormuia ot 
I 'Bill^ *'all rveterans get the same f lat .morithly sum — 



'4<-^p$220 -r- "tfo pay for education and living ccsts^ . The World War* II 
1 GI Bill provided a subsistence ^gayment of $-75 per month and a *sep-^ 
t airate payment for . tuition, books and supplies 6f up to $500 per ' ' '* 
yea^r^ direct' to the education .ins'tit.utiono Because (differenced ^^y- 
sjbate tuition charg'Ss go imrecognized, veterans iii Eastern and Mi<V^ • 
western high-tuition states have a liarder' time taking education and ' 
''i^rainin^ than veterans in l^er-cost Western" aifd ^Southern states. ; 
"^eterans were taken under uniform national draft criteria; yet whether 
pr not they can usfe their GI Bi^l depends upon 'the. structure of . v 
heir state's* secondary education system; , , * ' 

A v^^teran can attend San Francisco State-ancJ spend only 19.2% 
of his"^ GI Bill for education. He's left witri $1,600 for subsistence, 
or $178 per month. A ve|:er^n from i;he sattie company may have re^- 
turne.d to -Buf f aloV New* York, where he will , have to. spend ^$1, 116 for 
education dosts. or 56.4% of his GI Bill, leaving, hiift with $96 per 
I month for subsistence.' L'girge-ly, ' as a -result, 41i.4% of California's 
|y;eterans have used the GI Bill to attend college or j^^ioif college, 
i and only 22.3% of Ne\^- York' ^ ve.ts have done so. ' -* , . 

KEY GI BILL 'STATISTICS IN LARGE STATES (FY 68-74.) 
• » public 2 &• 4 Yir. Col. . . 

College GI Bill 
Use Rate 



V 



States Ranked 
" by "Vet- Pop. 

CaliiSornia 
New 'pfork 
Pennjsylvania $ 
Texats ^ ' $ 

Ohic^ ' . $ 
Midliigan - $ 

Indiana • , - $ 

* 



GI Bill Pmts. 
FY "1968-74 



$1,726,090,000 
$ 634, 000, OOP 
.453, 600.; 000 
656,740,000 
432,000,000 
403,000,000 
195,000,000 



Tuition 
$165 

$750-900* 
$9 60- it) 50 
$284-322 
.$■780-840 , 
$720-904 
$722-750 



Per Capita 
Pmts. 68-74 



41.4% 
23.2% 
17.S% 
29.1% 
18. i^. 
2 5'. 2% 
15.2% 



$^rio6, 

$1,236 
$1,253 
$1,703 
$1,199 
$1,412 
$1,082 



Viet Vet 
. Population 

. 820,000 
5 13 .,000/ 

^ 38^,000 
386,000 
361,000-" 
^86,000 
181,000 



— Figures, for SUNY. 



CUNY i.s free except fee of $70.' 
- Aj GI Bill based, on-^^verage tuition costs is like Congress gi^ving .a, vet an 
airline ticket from Vietnam'. wherj he. lands in California with iike ticket pa^r-Vient 
based on average cost of airline tickets in the U,»S. Only half the vets would 
make \it home. - . -^5 

2„ . GI Bill b-engfits for all veterans are inadequate , compared ^ 
^ with what World War II vetdifans received „ Current benefits levels . 
^are interpreted by the Veterans Adminisrration. to show that^ veter- 
ans today. have more adjusted doLlars than did World War i I veterans. 
• • However, this computation is, based on Consiamer Price IiMex data, ^ ■ 
which treat the 1948 dollar as- being worth $2.11 .6et<5:oer. 1974 . 
dollars. But in ib'tuality, figures like c'ie minimum wage ^nd' aver- . - ■ 
age monthly earnings ha've increased three to five times theiir 1948 
levers. ' • . • . y . 



ERIC 



3r. ' Feder'^l or state corrective action is needed tp give allv ^ 
veterans equal educational buying* gower and to , gi^ . them the needed 
income base.. Safeguards against ^.buses must be* built into any actior.e 



4 »' 



^ . . . GEOGRAPHY gKJNTROBS BILL yOPEORTUNI TIES - 

V . ^ ' ^ ^ Eastern and Midwestern Vietnaip Veterdi^s,*^ • * ^ ^ 

Face Continued Loss of Hund'^ds of Millions ^of Dollars ' < * 

gin GI Bill Scholarship OpportunitijBS ' ^ . 

- ■ .* ■ *■ • " ' • ' * '-^ • 

* ■ '\ • ' • ' • 

Analyzing FY'74-GI Bill data seems to confirm that a Vietnam,"* ' 

veteran's, chances of using the GI Bill tur,n on what state he is 

from'. Geography ^controls/ because the for^nula of today' s'gi Biia^ . 

'unli-ke that of World *War I-I /S Bill, ig^nores stat^ differences in - , . * 

educational *costis. This .legislative formula inadvertently minimizes'* * 

veterans ' . use of their flef erred compensation for miiitair.y service' y 

in Eastern apd' Midwestern states/ . ^ - * ' * 

while the draft ignored st'atp lines, for many veterans the GI 
Bill stops at the its*! Every unmarried Wo}: Id War 1:^ Jiad the same 

'federal*GI Bill benefits for subsistence i — $75 per'month;^ This , was * 
because a separate payment was made directly' to \he v^eran ' s educa- 
ti%nal ins'tltution to cover his costs -of tuition, books afnd sup,- ^ ^ 

'^plies, with a maximum of $500. ' Under today's' GI Bill, -eacTi vet must, 
mdet all- costs ^ linqluding education costs arfd living costs, out .of V 
a single payment pf $220 per" month.. This f igure *is an increase from^ ' 

N,the $100 per* .month figure set when the Gl^ill was reenacted -iri/ , ' 
1966 — • a f igu]:e Idwer than the $110 'per month .paid to a Korean War- 
veteran in. 1955 . ^ V ^' ' ^ 

^ . " 'Pending legMation, which has passed Congress and awaits 
President FiO.rd's signature, would/ raise these b^nefi^ts to $2 70 per 
month for a single veteran/ " - ° ' . 

T State tuition variances,, *^as well , as particular states' reli- 
. arice on public 'versus private e^ucatioi^al systems ,^ which made no; 
difference to"' the. World Wa;Eu^i vet, mak:e all the difi^erence to^ 
today's veto. For ex^ple, a veteran -ailtending. the State University 
College ©f New York at Buffalo would .h4ve to pay $900 for tafi^ion. , 
A veteran attending San Jfrancisco St^t^ University, would Only have 
to pay *$165)o When coupled with expendi\ures for average-'book and 
siipply costs, this means that the California vet, ^ who may have served 
in the .same company with the* New Yprk vet, has to spehd only 19% 
of his yearly GI Bill benefits f^r education costs — • while tbe 
-Buffalo vet spends 56% of . his benefits. The California vet ^as $82 



more vper month to "S^ply to his liv|Lng expenses (see pie chart) . * 



I ^ The desire for eduction, acfcprding to studies, is uniformly. 

^ .high across the nation. /A 1974 study done by Daniel Yankeiovich 



( Changing Youth ^Values 



the. 7q ' & ) , and a study by the Trans- 
•Century Co.rpolratiQn for the 0MB i shpw^ that^. thf desire fo5:;e<^ucation 
is uniformlyv high among veteransV . Ben Wat^^nberg, in his bookp/*" . , 
The Real .America ^ cites a ,s\:udy|' which asked adult Americans iwhat-' 
they w'ould do differently if tnejy>had their lives to liVe §>,ver again 
43% of the adults interviewed iaid they Woy^d get more •e'ducatic^n 
far and ^wa^ the largest catego*r.y, * ^' . ^ - - 



The World Wax. 11 'GI Bjp.1 cpyered effectively tuition, .wjher ever 
the vet's desire and ability ^ tDok h^m'. All public .^colleg«s*i., and - ' 
89% of private colleges tuition was covered. Harvard charged ■ ' * 
only $600 a year in 19491 .Unuaed portibns of the .48 -months ' eri^- 
titletnerit could be used to. cover cq^ts in ekcess of\the $5Q0l per 
year^ tuition allowed*. ^ Private col lieges today charge an 'average of . 
$2,000 per year, and^are thus bpmpletely oat^^ of reach for Vietnam . 
vets lacking* family resbur'ces, * Public* college costs range f irom ; 
.California's free junior, coi$I^fe a^nd $165-per-year State trniversitiy 
to between'$750 and*?l,050 in public collegejSj in pmany 

states of the East anfl Midwest; Jf' ' ' , / \ " . \ ' ^ 

/ ' ' ^ ■ Geographic Dif f'exiences Discussed " ^ ' • ' 

The i^esult of the * change :in Gl Bill formula from the Wo^rld 
War 'II system of -twa payments to the Korean and Vietn^ni* system 
one payment did not* become apparent or important until the, Vietnam 
Waf*" figures were . exajnin'^d oxi skate-by-state basis, ' and-fg^eograph ic 
use patterns perceived. ' \ a " 

Until -the^ last 10 years, pv^lio* college . costs w.ere^ ,bn. the 
avera'ge, very low; while private collega costs had begun /their rise, 
which oUtpa5:0d the general inflatioii. Pennsylvania and ^^xas,"with 
exactly tTie same numbe-r^of Viet vets — 386,000.' — *and (J(hio, with 
^361, 00%L, presumably wouid use rouglily the ?ame number of GI Bill ^ 
dbllarsT Yef there lias been enorjnpus variation. The yeterari-s in 
these three states, in FY 74 al6n^,\ ,used $181v 000, 000.;/ $°117, 000, 000; 
and^ $113/000, OOOp- respectively. QotLlege and junior college GI Bill 
participation rates through April tly 74 were 29^1% in Texas*,,^ 17.,5% 
in Pennsylvania and Ig'.e?^^ in^ Ohio,1^ abmpared with a 41.49i rate in 
California the highest in the n^^tion. • ^ * 

The discrepancies in.GI Bill^^ey prompted rSaul Friedman of 
the Knight Newspapers, to write ^laii: 

'Pennsylvania^ Michigan or Ohio and ypu^want an Education, you^d 
better jnov^ to Texa^or Calif ornia. "\ J^e continued, ""Bhe^ populous 
Eastern and Midwestern states are^.g 'the short end of tHe GI 

Bill." * ... ■ \ L 
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, The f igur,es illustrating GI Biil* use .in ^■l;he seveil states 
' with 43% of thp Viet vet pp'pulation ,fdllo\ft?; • ^ V 

" * ' • ' ^ . . ■ ■ ' . • ^ : ^' ■ -\ ■ ' , 

• 'lARGE STATES' GI BIIiL PAYMENT S\aND VET ERM POPULATIONS' 

\ COMPARED TO ^ CALIFORNIA (FY 74) . ' 



California * 
New ^ York 
Peniisylyania 
i'exas * 
Ohio 
Illiijois 
Michigan 



Stat^GI Bill Pmts. 
as % of tSalif • 

11 Pmt.. \: 



^SUate Vet. Pop. 
as % of Ca.li£. 
Vet^ Pop. • < ^ 



GI Bill Pmts. 
' FY 1974r", • 

. $456, 62Q> 00,0 
', $162,2^0,000' 
$.117 ,680 , ^Od . 
$181,36O,O"0O 
$ri2,980,000 
$132,350,000 
^ $10^,750,000' 

. . f _ . ■ , ■ - 

On a cumulative Jbas is, the results ace-ma^gnif ied. New York-' s , • 
513, boo vets Tiave^ used $l-,°lOO,*OOb, 000*less in Tper^fi\s than the 
820,OCrcrvets^n. Ca-lifomia have used -v $634., 280, 000- to $1,726,620, 000. 
ife^se— figures., dwarf ^ HEW' s schdlars-hip spending for all ' stttdeij^ts^, „' , 
yet they have gone unnoticed by the .education community generally!, * 
probably because the money goes ' dirfectly to £he veterah. Following 
are the ' sevten-state . figures for the cumulative period 1968-74: : ^■ 



25.8%" 
,39.7% 
24, Ifo 
■..29„0% 
23 .'8% 



■6'2.6°/o 
47.1% . 
47,.l°/o ' 
44 . 0%' 

42 :2% 

34.9?6." 



State 
Viet Vet 
Pop.' •' 

820, poo. ' 
^513,0.00 
386,000 
' 3 86,000 . 
361,000 ' 
.346,000 ' 
286,000 



LARGE STATES*' GI BILL PAYMENTS AND VETERAN POPULATIONS 
- • > COMPARED Ta CALIFORNIA (FY 68-74) " ' - 



Calif orjfiia 
New York • 
Pennsylvania 
-Texas 
Ohio ^ ' • ' ^ 
I llinois 
Michigan - 



-J 

-GI Bill Pmts . 
By 68-74 ' 

"^1,^^72^, 620', 000 
$ ^634,280,0D0 
$ -483,, 680, 000 
$ 657,360,000 

» $"" 4^2,980,000 
$ 527,350,000 
$>. 403,750,000 



State Piyits.' 
as 56' of - 
Calif. ..Pmt. 



36.7% 
28.0% 
'^8.1% 
,^5.1% 
-30.5% 
23,4% 



State Vet.Pop'.. Add' 1, State Gt 

as % of Calif>5. Bi^'ivPmts. if Used 



Vet. Pgp. 



at Calif. Rate 
~ 



^62*.6% . ' $446',5a0,000'' 

47.1%" ' $329,550,000 

47.1% « V $155,880,000 

,44.0% . . $326,730^000 

42 4-2% $201,2^0,000 

34.9%- $198,840,000 



_____ ^ Congress' choice of formulae undqr federal- jJrograms . determines^ • 
what amount o°f money g6ete to. "each st^te. "there is often a state al- 
' ' • location''' formula, .- which can be one of the itfost closely debated 

items- in> the drafting' df' authori^ing legislation by Qongress. - Fot g 
• e3?ample, under HEW's Special Educational Opportunity' Grant program 
Note: The source of, dollar payments is fpr FY 68-73', the annual publication, 
'"Peaeral Ou'tla^y's" cempTled for the Executive Office of -the President by the. 
'>f'ice of EconomiareppQrturiity.i- For FY 74 unp^lblished VA data prepared 
FRirt study is the source. Data on the GJ Bill participation rates and stc 
^^tulation data is' takin from VA Uepa^tment of Veterans Benefits.. Information 



fofll* 

tate 



bull'etin 20-74-3 (April, 19.74) . 



(^EOGi'^j a tfypical state allocation says that each state shall ■ re- 
'-GBiveJ that '.percentage of .tfie^.appropriations' that ^rep^resents the 
ratrio bfetve^rt tiie\sta1:e'^s fui|j-^ime. college . enrollment and the na-: 
tionalx total. This* ratio represents the propensity of the state.' s 
resid'^ntd to* attend college arid' junior college, and the capacity 
of .the State to supply places* ' \ 

. • ♦ . • , . ,. 

. .^Under.that prpgram, in FY 74, TeXas,.' .Pennsylvania and Ohio re- 
• ceived $9,601), 000; $9,400,000; and $8^ 906, 009, . respectively — 
'amounts/ iricidehtaliy, which very neatly /coinqide with 'their- res- 
pective veteran populations. Yet uijdei^'the GI Bill, those same " 
states" payments varied by* 50%, with Texas vets using $63,800,000 

mor^ than Penmydvania vets' — $181,000, 000 to $118> 000,.000. , 

<^ 

* . ■ " . • ^ V . - . '■ ■ 

COMPARATIVE DISTRrBUTION OF HEW '-FORMULA GRANT SCHOLARSHIP 

' • AND GI MlL funds IN STATES WITH .MANY VSTS - 74 " ^ * 



California 
'New York 
.Pennsylvania 
Texas 
Ohio 

Illinoi-s 
Michigan • 



GI 'Bill .^ts. 
FY 74 . ' V 



56,620, 



$456,620,000 
$162,280,000 
$117,680,000 
$1&1, 360,000 
$112,980,000 
$132,356..O0Q 
$108,750,000^ 



State GI Bill 
'^Prrfts. ■ as of 
'calif . Pnit. 



State SEOG Pmts. 
as %'qf 

Calif. SEOG Pmt. 



35 .5% , 
25.8% — 

29.0%- 

0 

^3 m 8% — — , 



.72.4% • 
40. ■9%' 
41.3% 
38.3% 
44'. 3% 
36.3%'^ 



Stalie SEOG 
Pmts.' FY 74. 

$23,200,000 
$16,800,000 
$ ^,4 00 , -000 
$ 9, 600, 000 
$ ^,900,000 
$10,360/000 
$ 8,500^,000 



•'In the case of the 6l Bill, ,it seems safe to assume that no 
one^ thought that^ the continued* use of the" -Korean War ^GI Bill,^£4w 
single p^aymer^^t formula ^would^l,ead^ to an inequitable distyrihijitiOjn ^ 
. of belief its*\ for veterans 'in different -states, .No one would want-^ ' 
' veterans" |i7ho were called ^to» 'federal, service who came from a state - 
" with the "wrong" structure of \post~secon&ary educ'ation to have . . 
difficulty in making any Use of tl)eir .GI Bill,- while their fellow 
soldiers from other states were .jnuch; , better . oftf. But the* following 
bar. chart illustrates the inequitable distribution of opportunities 
and funds that'.did in fact^occur as a result of the^sirjgle payment^ 
. formula: ' , * \ - *^ 



IARGE state • VIETNAM VETERA^T ROPULATIpNS AND CUtoLATIJifE- (S8i-74) "GI BIL 
.'COMPARED TO CALIFORNIA T^O II.1L.U.STRATE GEOGRAPHIg ly.iSCRIMINATlON OF LE 



WoY. 




PA. 

TEXAS 





ill; 



o -, 

ERJC^ 



£l3^JoO^^^]=' 62 o 6% (of Calif.) 
"^^~^~^634V280/00?T= 3£ . 7%' 



assToQo^Y iB =..47.1% 



$483 / 680 , OdOj = 28'.0?^o 

■ - ■ ■ ■ : - 

I ... ' . . 

3.86.000 VETS 1 = 47..1% 



.^657,360V000-° 



= 38.1% 




361>00Q VETS i = 44.0% 



$432:, 980, OOP I = 25:1% 



346,000 = 42.. 2% „ ^ 

r_$527,350,JiOoJ= 30o5%\ . 



»286,000 'VETSj = 34.9% 

^$4037750, poo \j= 23.4% 




^Somc states' Vietnam veterans cau 0.^0 uhe GI Bill better;^ than* oth^r^ 
Pennsylvania have 386,000 vets^ each and Ohio 3^,000''. Yet cumulati\ 
y $657,d00/00.0; $484, 000, 000 ^rid $433,000,000. California ' s do best ^ 
whi3^e. New York's 513,000 vets — 63%"of CalVs total ^ised. orily $6: 



VIETNAM VISTERAN ^POPULATIONS AND CUMQI^TJ^V^ (68-74) GI BILL PAYMENTf 
ilD TO CALIFORNIA TO ILLUSTRATE G JB OGRAP'hiC DISCRIMINM?I0N OF LEGISLATIOn\ 



i 



$1,726,620,000 



513,000 VEa?Sj= 62o6% (of. Calif.) 




[ II III' • ^ ' v^V^ 


• . . ■ Or* 


H^H 386.000 VETSI = 47.1°/ * \ 








V ,$657,3B0,0D0" 






|HB361;000 vets I = 44.0% ' 


\- . $432,980,000 . 


= 25.1% . ; ' . ' , 


r . " ■ ■ . . . ^ , 


. 7 


|Pf34&^00 = 42.2% 



= 38.1% 



$527,350,.000]= 30„5?6 



6,00;d7veT§X^_ 34.9% 

$403.750l000 I ^ 23.4% 



LEGEND 

^ . - \ 

One unit = 100 /OOO yets. 

One unit = $100, OOO^tDOQ. 



ates' Vi^etnam veterans caii/-U^v^ Lhe GI Bill bettet -than 6tt)ert=.. xdxai= auU 
i^a^^j^^^-tave 386v00G^vets each and Ohio' 361, 000. Yef eufimi^ative payment^ were ' V 
3J $48"4, 000, 000 and $433,000,000* California's do isest with .$1. 726,000, 000 J 
s\^YorK's 513,000 XT^ts ^,- 63% of 'Cal-'s total— used only $6'34,Oo'o,|pO.^ * ^ 



I' .;" It is because of educatfbI^, costs. '^aJxdUt^ 

■ cost iunior .colleges as- controlXiri^* factors; ^^^^ Bill p^rticipa-. 

Jtaon rates a^re so 'much higher* in the 'West aip.^a" South* ' The South has 

- jri!&ny -good low-cost area tecftnicaL 'schools vthat ©ffer cours.es ^.that' ' 
'in; 4^^ West* jAro^ld be of:^ered by junior colleges o High pai^ticipatioij 
orates , in* thebe ,sch6o^^ -explain the high overall GI. Bill us3^ in . 

/^states "^lilce North* and South "CaroJjina.". - - i ' ^ . ' • / ^ 

.' V- '* \ ' ■ - ■ ' . , I : , ' - ' 

* The fact that the cost-of-living, which is directly, related * 
to personal incorfe^' can bq much ^owar i^vSouthern s^tes also makes 
veterans* GI Bi^L payments, go much- farther tl^er^e. Personal incomes, 
ift : itew York an'd New' Jersey for ' 73 were $5,705*and $5,,845, respec-^ . 
tiVely;> Norllii Cairolina ' s -vO^as, $4^,282 and lexas ' $4,571.' 

y\ . Some argtie.^that a system that 'gives , more, mbney^ to some v^teraijs 
• is^ unfair o Yet the Congrfess frequently adds Davis-Bacon ^provisions 
-•to ;f,ederal legis reality, of different con— ~ 

T-^tiq^ and wag,e costs in -different ^parts of the cpuritry. Ce'f^ 

\:fcainly ^Congress *wq^ VA .the saifte dollar amounts to 

>^ujL;ld a 20O-be(^ :hcWp%t^^ in N^ York City ahd one in' rural Alabatua. 
IPet; this is wha't; it-^6es. for Vietnam veterans in diffferenl^^ states 
» with different &ition structures- ^ * *- - r . ^ . 

.^.r|fe|' Private colleges >5|^re charged w^th the fewest abuses of the 
Woj?^\War II GI Bill, but ironically it :is* those private colleges^ — 

- p^rt|.Gularly the less f^amous' — which have the greatest need of, 
s|,Tai3^nts andtfWhicfh today's GI Billn|ft:ructure — designed to correct 

^ ^a^tiji4^ propai.ietary school^ and public -colleges — noV punisHes.' 
Whefei^as veterans comprise^^inom 40% to 87% of male students^ on . ^ 
puiaX'lC and private college ^^ampusfes in 1^47-4S, ^^toSay ' s 'niimbers 
ax^'M^^ dif^jerent — part^^larly thos^ for private colleger. . Yet 
mariy^:t^iE these schools mawoff'er precisely the courses that a ^veteran 
want-a^' Drexel in Phila^lpbia, Noiftheastern in Boston, Fairleigh- 
Dick-fehpon in ^ New Jersey, and Fordham in New York, as* well as other 
leiss famous col^Leges^ -comeWto mind. Yet the high tuition of these 
schools, whicli proyide up to 64% of the educational capacity ir; 
Ma.s's^c!:^usetts, cflose the schools to veterans. In California, pri- 
vate qd,lleges contain only sl4% of the male student places, and in 
Tex^s,'. ^117» 2% ^ — ^^^ile^\in New York and Pennsylvania 44% attend pri- 
vate colleges/ ' - * ' ' ^ ' 

yv Iil^decruacies .of the Present GI Bill for all Veterans ^ ^ 

1/61 Hil^ lise is in^i^ers^ to need. The poorer you ^are, the harder 
it is 'to. come up v^ith a part-tdjne job, "or^with a bank loan to carxi' 



^yoU throu(^ untii a late chedk firdn.tfie VA c^n get ' to you. In ^ - 
i;he 1974* Yankelovieh. survey of^vateraus who* had served in Vietnam i 
and h^d not attended coliege, the veterans shbwfed less satisfac-' 
"tioji wi'th the edtK:ation they had r.eceived . than did ^ their contempo-. 
raries *W'ithout military se}^vice.^ Only 16% of those' veterams ^ ' 
thought' they had*'the right topuAt of education/ Versus 26% of ; their- 
npn-Veter^n peers/^ And only>^52% of * all veterans surveyed thought 
they had the right kind of education/ compared to- 69% of non- x 
veterans . ? h * ' \. • ' 

» Becaus.e of Johnson" Administration resistance, the original 
• attempt io er^act a Vietnaln-efa GI Bill ^^as dropped in^ 1965. . In^ 
qrd^r tc^ avoid a Presidential veto. Congress in 1966 Held benefits 
'down; to $iOO ^ month ($10 a month XesS. than the Korean. War Nfi^ure) . 
TSiis decision) has been the bai^ of veter'aji^ ever since, in thab , 
jfrw iricrease look'^ like an enormous juinp from this'^ initial low base,. 

in. juft?.fyijkg the present level o£. benefits, ► Argues' 
tha^^l^^ij^ average) tJae yietfiam veteran- has nb tl\;§Ln did 

the ^alj^^ W^r veteratn. /^Phe vA 15ases it^s computations, <f 

flcori^e^ti^^^^^ 1948 dollar to $2on^ctobQr 1974i dollar 9, on the 
ConsuiT^il Pt^lC^ Index. * This is a . defensible basis, ^Ut when ather^ 
indicafefe^l 9^ examined — such as the ^minimum wage and the actual 
costof, t:^^^ this; $2.;L1 figure clearly understates the value of. 
those ']^|$'^|^ars»^ . . ; \ 'V' > , ' ' " ^ ^ \ 

M3Lr^§(%^iM^ subway fare in New York and' the 

nickel Cqc 1^^414 V Today siibway fare is" 35<:i./and a Coke^ costs a ' - 
quarter. ^ 'sr^t, Ifehe VA argues th^t a veteran wHo nets .i$r351> ±n today; s 
dollars , 'kft^r 5 paying" tuition, books^ and fees, is bette^r of f^ than 
the Woirld War' tl veteran with ■$675'19^48^ dollars. ($75 .X^ 9} mpntjis) . r 

' Vietng.iti A^eterans have-not asked that the Gl pill pay their . 
f'u^ costs /of ^ e^^c^tion and living. "All we want is wh^ 'our^fa- - 
thers got, is* ihair' posit ion. ^ 't*^* * 



If Con^uin^3^5 S3:ice Index coml)ui:atioijs h^d been^jy^d^^ 
in> de^ermini^-gf 'wh.^t it 'would have' 

taken 1948 ' s :$.*4b--aij^--hbur^ f igure and- raised it^ to $\84^ ah^hour! 
^In the real, ^prid-, JihoUgh'^, Congress is 1-^967 increased the *minim\am • 
wage to $l.-60 ah hour, aild thils year to/$2.0Q, with increases to^ 
$2.30- legislate^ '-Ih other words, ''the mdnimiim wage has already • 
increased 'by • f ive times . since -1948.^ . * 

In L948,i a vet received for subsistence every month a sum^; 
$S less thari^;he yould have earned if he had"" hel^d^a 48'r-hour-a-week -.^ 
job on the^minimWm wage. . Tqday 's ^;Peteran has $^122 less than th^t 



figure before p.ayincT tuition .. In 1948, the married- vetef an with 
a. child received $120 a month/ which- was $37 1948' dollars mooye 
than the minipiam wage„ .Today's married vet with a child, after . ■ 
paying" the average cost of .tuition at public colleges,' has $50 
less than the minimum wage when he goes to look for a part-time.- * ' 

. , • ' 

>, ' ' ■ • 

The VA says that Vietnam veterans on the 'average, are receiving 
more education benefits than World Waf II veterans received.; - -Even 
if this statement w_ere based on morelrealistic computations, it 
still ignores the fact that all ve^er^ns -.- not just the average - ' 

^ veteran' — were given an adequate lev4l of subsistence iri 1948. 
If the "average veteran" approach were\taken' in, giving veterans 

• airline tiqkets home! from San Francisco\ upon their discharge,' and 
they were given average air fare to fly home withV half of them 
wouldn't make it. V' . • . * . 



The Educational 'Testing Service survey^ed veterans ' and other 
students' actual costs of "living-, and 'fouhd ■t,];iat they .were far in' 
•excess of their GI -Bill -Ipenef its, without having deducted any edu^ 
cational costs". The average expense for a malrr*ied veteran with -a 
child, exclusive of edufsation costs and adjusted-^for : inflation, 
cdm^^; to $600 -a month:, Tl^e GI Bill after the . 23%; increase , would 
provide $366 — just Jiore than half of the subsisteiifce cost's a^one. 

— , is from a- hlgh-tuitign "state, he would pay from $60 

to glffO per month for edueation. Thef foiidwirig chart -details the 
average subsistence needs 0i fet^atis attbhding. school in, 1974: " 

AVERAGE MONTHLY LIVING EXPENSES fIor yiETNMI--ERA - VBTEF^^ 
. . ATljENDING SCHOOL.' SEPtf'EMBER 1974 . ' • • ^' 



rigle 
VeWeran 



Rent 

Pood - - - -. - - _ _ _ _ _ 

Clothing;, cl.eaning*& laundry 
Transportation^'-''-''- - - 

Medical - 4-. - - ^ -. 

Child care. - ----- - >; 

Miscellaneous - - - - - ^ - 



30 



Married 
Veteran 

$170 
140 
40 
52 
28 

55 



Total Monthly Expenses 



Total monthly GI Bill subsistariee 
pmt.-B.R. 12628 (includes 23% 
increase) . ------- - -. - $':^70 

Supplemental income needed to 

meet monthly living expenses - - $[ 2 



$485 



$321 



$164 



Married Vet 
with a Child 

$200 
200 

48 

55 

35 
• 27 

49 . 



$594 - 



$366. 



$228- 



SOURCE: -^ETS report (exgluding educational expenses and adjusted. 
— ^. . ■ to 'August 1974 consumer pric^ \ndex) ^ /J , ' 
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While most veterans, are eager to work in ^art-time ^obs / those , 
have b.een Hard to gety because' the governnpht ' s ecpnomic game* "plan 
in 1369 was designed-^o slo^ inflation by creating unemploi^nent* 
A heavy burden •'fell, on Vietnam veterans, i^ho were being ^discharged . 
3t the rate of . one laillion^ pe:^ year J 400,000 yets were unemployed • 
^t one timeo • Because they are the last hired, many will be the fir^it^ 
fired in the case of recession, still bear irig^ the same burden. 



Throughout the history of the GI 3ill*, late checks 'iQiave been, 
*a ' chronic ccmiplaint of the veteran. To one who counts on Iti*s GI 
Bill check, its late arrival ils a serious setbacK, The fact, that 
Vietnam vets' know that tiie VA has a reputation^ for getting its cheeksj 
out'latffe has $nea1rit that man^^ veterans have never signed for th^eir 
benefp;s at all. ^ - ' • ' ^ ^ 1^^ a 

'The most recent of the five levels of GI Bill payments since 
its reenactment in 1966 will obviously, help veterans. But for many 
in high-tuition states, the"* initial , years provided benefits so 16w 
that they could not .afford to go to "school full-time. For example, 
a vet/' enrol ling ^ in Fqnn State in the fall of 1969 had $52 a month 
to' live on after Spaying -for -filiit ion and books. The World 'War II 
vert at Penn State, had c$ 75 1948 dollars to live on! / 

' Provisional^ m this, GI Bill woujd extend the vetei^an's benefits 
from 36 to 45 months. World War II vets with- sufficient service 
could get 48 months of benefits. Although Vietnam veterans may 
-serve fewej: months, the .fact that their benefits were so low pre- 
vented them from goingVto- s^chool full-time.^ The extensd^on provision 
would merely allow vets 'to Gompleite thpir UAdergradtearte schooling 
ui^a, jnake. up the low b-enefitSo 




One' last note on the inadequacies of today's >GI Bfll. In 
•economics, one. lo^s^t both the supply and demand -side wHen con- 
sidering the avail^Sality of goods and services. We have discus,^ed 
the attracti5?^eness of the GI Bill from the point of view of the^ 
veteran demanding the services. * From' the point of view (pf t;he edu- 
cation institutions that offer the supply, the* current GI Bill pro-r 
vide& few incenbiveSo 



ERLC 



Many, of the, nation's public and private ^colleges and junior 
colleges were 'able to expand the i^-^ facilities as a result of the 
fact that the. World War II GI Bili paid out-of-state tuition rates 
for in-state vets at piiblic colleges . Thase out-of-s£ate charges 
are $2,000 in some states today ^ but the veteran brings brxly the* 
$600 to $1,000 in-state tuition rate. A higher perq.entdge of the 
afctdal cost , of private -education was covered out of the^ feaition 
payments made directly by the federal gover&)aent on behalf of vet- 
eran students than has been the case -since>l;hat timef. Yet those 
private colleges are closed to most veterans by high tuitions. 



Today's colleges^ receive a $4.00 per vetelBan payment pe^: year! 
from the VA for paper processings increased from $3.00 in 1972. In 
addition^ HEW has made funds available at the ^ rate of $55 per vet 
per year to colleges which .increase their veteran enrollments by ■ 
10% since June of 1973. However ^ the National Associatibn pf Con- 
cerned Veterans had* to sue the Commissioner of Education to get 
those funds released. But a $55 payment is nothing like the vast 
sCims made available after World War II. 



The Means to grovide an Adequate. GI ^ill for Veterans ^ 

If the GI'Bill is to' provide equal -opportunities for all 
veterans in all states^ a mechanism' will have to.be 'found to recbg- 
nizfe that the present system does not cover costs of- veterans in^ 
high stiates;^ • * . • d . • 

Not only is an adequate basic payment needed,' but eithe!f a 
state or *' a federal tuition equalizer payment ^s -well. A tuition 
equalisation provision was contained in the Senate-passed GI Bill. 
Under that formula^ the veteran assumed the first $100 of tuition 
costs and the federal government picked up 80% of the next $900 
for a maximum payment of $720 per school year. ^ t 

TKfe tuition equalizer would help put veterans from all states 
at mojce or less 1:he same place on the starting line. Since the 
federal government declared the war and called the men ihto se^:- 
vice,, it should logicfally be a federal obligation to se.e that all 
veterai;^a xgho served have equal educational opportiznities — - not 
just "equal" dollars. However ^ some states passed GI Bills / and 
others could do the same. But the, state GI Bi4.1s in places like 
Illinois and Massachusetts have not been tdtally effe^ctive in their 
operations^ for they? dp not cover private colleges^ nor are they' 
e^^tensively. advertised* Both states rely heavily on private edu-* 
eatidft/ with 32.3% of Illinois students and 64% pf Massachusetts 
students in private colleges. As a result of all this /.it 'seems 
that many veterans are unaware of thegLr states* efforts. 

' ^In like. f ashion/^n 1973 Pennsylvania began to treat veterans 
as emancip^t^ed ^udents^ and made them universally eligible for 
the state education program.' But that program is currently put of 
funds, and little advertising is directed toward -veterans . 



. Sditie, 



including President Nixon/ have argued *that the equali- 



zfer provision wouM bail out states which do little. But a?i 



ifornia- will sp'end $1,3 



examination of the figures shoWs^that Cal 
billion on piiblic education, »while New ^irk will- spend- $i. 1 billion 
and Texas $450^000,000 in this fiscal year. The state tax effort 
is higher in the East and Midwest and California than it is in 
South<Srn. states. Yet veterans in high-c<>st-of--educatioa states, -in 
the East and Midwest are being penalized because of the states"'^ 
historical reliance on private initiative through private .colleges, 
K^d, because of the tradition that th<9 college student pay a . higher 
percentages of his education costs than|*lja states where public edu- 
cation is mo^'e subjidi^d. 

In the case of action^ either ^t^ 
tuition, the^very zeal prob'lCTis raise 



t^ or federal, to equalise 
y opponents of such a 'pro- 



vision must be dealt with, both legislatively and administratively: 



1;' If' the funds were given out / ii 
voucher, that would seem to/ bd 
would avoid problems of abijlse^ 



the form of an education 
most efficient, since it 
by individual veteranis. 



A price freeze cotild be a] 
pr4;Ces were not raised Vii 
the federal government . ' ^^ 
tuition for the same co^ri 



iced to Help ensure ,that 
to obtain more dollars from 
^ei^erans would pay no different- 
ses than other students. 



3. An income test coul<i be applied, similar to that used for 
v^the Basic Opportunity Grant program of HEW, and like that 

applied to veterans lender the World War II GI Bill. But 
any income limitation test should recognize the difficult 
situation of married vetjs with childrerv who appear to be 
• mailing far less^use of the GI Bill than single veterans. 

4. ''Perhaps a limitation to veterans who have been discharged 

since the Vietnam era began on August 4> 1964, might also 
*be appropriate, with , a similar S^mitation;- to those going 
to school 3/4- time or" more. . ^ 




In order to allow vgt^rans ^'attend private colleges a 
sliding scale of federal p^ticipation might be adopted, 
with the vet paying the first $300 in tpition and the 
federal government pickiixg up 80% of the next $700, 60% 
of the next $1,000 and 40% of tlie next $1,000, for a ■ 
total federal contribution of '$1,560. ' 



Thfe VA 'has argued that veterans car^, obtain benefits from other 
:^ederal prograpis to m<bet the inadequacies of their GI Bill funds. 
Bxlt the" 1973 ETS stu^y done .for the VA showed that veterans Vere 



excluded • from participation,- in most other federal studen^C- aid pro- 
grams ThQ ^eteran was caught ia a vicious cycler Because he had 
the GI Bill/^he could "not \3rs,e. other federal pr;o grams, but because 
the GI Bill was so inadequate, ' he cQuld not use thd't either. 

Close , questioning by Congressman Neal Smith before the House 
Appropriatians Committee showed. that, despite the fact that, Con- 
gress h,ad thought it was making veterans eligibly for the Basic ^ 
Opportunity Gr'^nt program, the regulations in fact ^^cluded them 
•frdf^ participationo ' ; , • * 

The vetefan must look for his_ salivation to^the GI Bill. 
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CXlimiJ^'iT.y BI LL" USE * RATES . FOR COLLEGE 

Amy jIJH^R/ COLLEGE^ AND EOR ALL PURPOSES 



states Ranked by Gl ^ilV 
CollSqe Pa'rticipatioti Bate 

1. California 

2. Arizona 

3 . . North Dakota^ 

4 . New Mexico / / 
''5. Oregon 




197#^yiet Vet 
Pppuiatiori 



000 
000 
000 
000 
0.00 



Jr." &• 4.-Yr. 
•College GI . 
Bill Use Ra»te 



Rank 
If 
2 

■ -•• 3 
4 
5 



41.4% 
39.3?, 
39.3% 

33 . a% 

33.1% 



TiDtal 
Use 



GI Bill 
Rate. 



Rank 



5 
3 
-1 
4 
16 



56.7% 
61.7% 
73.1% 
61.1% 
49. 0% 



6. 
7. 
8. 
• 9. 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 



'Colorado 
Washington 
Hav/'aii 

Utah « ■ 

Idaho rJ' / 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



6 32, 



7 
8 
9 
J.0 



,South DakQtc 
Wyoming -'''^L:^ 
Oklahoma ' l. V 
Texas ■ ; • ^ 
Piorida 



16 
12 
97 
^86 
250 



0(iO 
000 
0.00 
000 
000. 



11 
12 
13 
14 
15 



32. 
32. 

<^l'. 



6% 
5% 
2% 
1% 
7% 



17 
18 
19 
20 



30. 
29 . 
29 . 
29. 
28. 



6% 
7% 
5 Pa- 
is 
0%" 



6 
10 

7 
2i 
11 



55. 0% 
5.2. 8% 
.55f.0% 
48.1% 
52. 7% 



2 
15 

14i 
25 



62. 3% 
49.1% 
49.6% 
47. 3% 
47.1% 



16. 
17. 
18-. 
19. 
20. 
21, 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 



Kansasy 

Nolr th C a r o 1 i n a , 
Montana ii 
Nebraska • 
Alafeama 



■ 74 

153 
26 
4 8 

100 



435. 



000 
000 

0004^V 

000*^. 
000 



28t, 
27. 
27-. 
^6. 
26. 



0% 
6% 
0% 
8% 

2,^ 



Rfiode Island 
Michigan 
Missouri 
jEllinpis . 
/Maryland 



37 
286- 

50 
346 
151 



000 
000 
OffO 
000 

poo 



^ 21 

22. 
23 
' 24 
25 



25. 
25". 
24. 
23. 
23. 



4% 
2% 
4% 
9% 
4% 



19 
121 
17 
9 

81 



35 
28 
30 
'34 
40 



4 8.2% 
51. f % 
48.' % 
53.* % 

5 3 • % 



a 8 

36 

13 

2 71 



42. % 
4 5..- % 
45--.- 4 % 
43.2% 
40. 49* 



2'6 . -fM-i'S.sissippi 
27. Tennessee / 
28.1; New York 
294 -. 'South Caiffolina 
36i.- Wisconsin 



■ 50 
,«128 
513 
85 
142 



000 ■ 

odd 

OOp 

000. 

000 



.26: 
27 
28 
29 
30 



23. 
2,3 . 
23. 
23. 
23. 



4% 
4% 
2% 
1% 
1% 



44 . 6% 

48.6% 

42.2% 

50.8% 

46.0% 



31,. Louisiana ; 

32. Virginia 

33. Minnesota 

34. Delaware" "\ 
35^ Mas^sachusetts 



106 
169 
145 
22 
203 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



31 
32 
33, 
-34 
35 



22. 
22. 
22. 
21. 
21. 



7% 
5% 
0% 
8% 
8% ■ 



20 

39 
23 
43 
48 



48.2% 
40.8% 
47.5% 
3 8 .J 1 % 
36.5%. 



361 Alaska 



37'. 
38. 

39,. 
40,. 
^1 . 

4'3 . 
44. 



Arkansas / " 
Nevada ^ 
Iowa I 
ConnecticiJt 



13 
57 
22 
■•,89 
103 



000 
OOD 
000 
OOO 
000 



36 

37 
38 
39 
40 



21. 
'21. 
^21. 

20. 

20. 



5% 
3% 
1% 
7% 
5% 



,West Virginia 
Georgia 
^aine 
Kentuckiv 



50 

33 
93 
361 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



41. 

'42 
43 
44 
45 



46'. New. Hampshire 
'47. '^New Jersey 
.48, Pennsylvania- _ 

49 . ^ Indiana 

50. Viermont 



30 
226 
. 386 
• 181 

16 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



46 
^47 
48 
49 
50 



19 . 
19 . 
19. 
19. 
1-8'. 



8% 
5% 
3% 
1% 
6% 



18. 
18. 
17. 
15. 
14. 



5%' 

4%' 

5% 

2%^ 

3% 



46 
22 
38 
3 3 
42 



29 
24 
32 

44 



.45 
49 
41 
:.47 
50 



37 
47 
41 
43 
22l 



1°° 

f o, 
l 'o 

( % 
I % 



45.6% 
47.4% 
44:0% 
41. 6% 
3 8 > I4 % 



37. 4% 

3^ • lr.% 

40.3% 
36 .^8% 
32.8% 



ERIC 



Total 
6,923,000 



19 



Average 
: 25,9% 



Avera qe 
46'. 3% 

■J 



states Ranked by - Viet Vet 
Viec Vet Population ■ - Population 



Pmts. on L^er 
Capita Basis 
(FY 68-74) 



1 CaliSornia . 

2 New York 

3 Pennsylvania 
4'°*Texas 
5 Ohio 



GI BILL PAYMENTS. BY STATE, GIVING ^TOTALS OC) 
AND PAY^^NTS ON A PER CAPITA. BASIS (FY e^fi-ld)' 

State GI Bill. 
Piats. (FY 68-74) 
Rank 

1,726,620,000 
3|'" 634,280,000 
55 483,680,000 • 
657, J60,p00 
432,980,000 



Rank 



820,000 
513,00'^, 

3S6,ocro 

386,0'aQ 
361, OW 



6 Illinois 

7 Michigan 
B Florida^ 

9 New Jersey 
iO Massachusetts 



346^000 
286,000 
250,000 
226*, boo 
203,000 




2 
41 

39 

17 

44 



527^350,000 
403,750,000 
> 43 5,860,00(5 
241,680,000 
252,970,^00 



11 Indiana 

12 VirginxoT 

13 Gepi;gia 

14 frjassour^i^ ^ 

15 North Carolina 



181,000 
169,000 
'163,000 
159,000 
153,000 



20i \ 195,820,000 



188,930,000 
267,180,000 
234,250,000 
250^2^0,000 



28 
32 
14 

49 
40 



$2110 
1240 
" 1250 
1700 
1200 



1520 
14i0 
1740 
1070 
1250 



J 



16 Washington 
I'Xr'Maryland 

18 Minnesota 

19 J^isconsin 

20 Ten^jies^ee 



152,000 
151,000 
145,000 
142,000 
1.28,000 



48 
47 
10 
31 
20 



278,020,000 
182,590,0,00 
224,810,000 
214,760,000 
209,690,000 



12 
43 
25 
29 
21 



1080 
1120 
1960 
1470 • 
'1640 



1 



21 Louisiana 
2*2 Connecticiyt: 

23 Alabama 

24 OKlahoma ' , 
'25 Colorado 



106,000 
10i&,000 

■ ■»100,000> 
97,000 
V 93 , 000 



26 Kentucky 
27' io\'\ra 

28 Oregon 

29 South Carolina 

30 Kansas 



31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45' 



Arizona 
'Arkanfia s 

Missis>sippi 
West Virginia 
Nebraska 



93 
V 89 
87 
85 

70 
' S7 
. . 50 
50 
' 48 



,000 
,jOOO 
, 000 ■ 
,000 
; 000 



,000 
,000 
,000 
,000 
,000 



Utah 

Rhode Island 
New Mexico j 
Maine 
Hawaii 



New Hampshire 

Montana 

Idaho 

Delaware , ° 
Nevada 



43 
37 
35 
33 
31 
.30 
26 
24 
22 
22 



, 000 
,000^ 

,oOo' 

, 00(5 
,000 
,000 
,000 
,000 
,000 
,000 



3Q 

29 

26l 

28. 

3l| 

25f 

32 

36j 

38 

34! 

39 
35 
43 

■37 



175,420,000 19 

137,160,000" - 3.6 

199,"220,00Q 5 9 

1.81,950,000 .11 

211,220,000. 5 



123,440, 
^23,750, 
.154,150, 
129,190, 
120,350, 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



37 
.33 
13 
24 
23 



1830 
1210 
1550' 
1510 
. 1640 



16-50^ 
1330 
1990 ^ 
1880 
2270 



167/540, 
•95,410, 
i- 76,890, 
67,070, 
83,360, 



000 
060 
000. 
000 
000 



2 
18 
26 
35 
15 



9Q,180, 
55^020, 
79,960, 
■42^210, 

69,010, 



000.' 
000 <=v 
000 
000 
000 



8 
30 

4 
38 

6 



43j 
41 
42 
47 
46 



35,980, 
„ 42,560, 

': 41,440, 
. 25,220; 

■ -30,680, 



000 
000 
000 
000 
000 



45 
22 

46 
34 



46 
' 47 
O 48 

ERIC49 

"T~"50 



^orth Dakota 
South Dakota 
Vermont. 
Alaska! ' 
Wyoming 



16 
16 
16 
13 
12 



,000 
,006 
,000 
,000 
,000 



4,0 
.44 
50 
49 
43 



42,740, 
37„270, 
15,110, 
15,970, 
18,490, 



000 
000 

000 ! 

000 
000 



1 
3 
50 
■42 
27 



1330 
1390 
1770 
15.63 
1630 



2: 

1676 - ^ 
1540^ 
1340 
1740 



2100 
1490 
2280 
1280 
2230 



1200 
1640 
'17fp 

IISO', 
13^90. 



2670 
2330 
940 
1220 
154^0 




COJSITRASTHSfe> TUITION COSTS AUD SUBSISTENCE MONf ES 

■ • • OF VETERANS AT PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES — 1974 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ \ — 

SHADED AREA = portion of nine-month !^Gi BiXl ($.1980) usecl for tuit.ion/ 
feas, bqjplcs and supplies (average book ,& supply cbs.ts, = $216,. inclu'ded 
in tuition figure) i 

WHITE AREA = funds * left for subsistence for nirie months. o - 






Left with 
$1484 - 
«> $165/md 



TEXAS A & M UHIVERSI-PY 



IG Tt^ITION COS^S AND SUBSJS^ENCE MONIES 
iRANS AT PHBLIC UNIVERSITIES ~ 1974 

• ^ 



on ofNUine-month GI Bill ($1980) used for' tuition,- ^ .i 
»p:|J.es (average book & supply costs'^' $216, included^ T 

left fory^ub/istence for nine montlis. 





VIET. VE^r POPULATICWl AND '74 GI &lt,L PAYMEM^ OF LARGE STATES #COMpKrED TO -C 
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UIATICWS' AND 74 GI BllL PAYMEllTS 0? LARGE STATES COMPA|iEl? T^ CA£iPORNIA 
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^ FUNDS AVAILABIjE^'ID VETERANS \ - / ^ • ' ^ ^ 

/? AT ACGESSIBLE STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVEIlSXTIES % 
^ ^ ' *5 TUITION AND BOOKS'^ j - / ' \ ^ 

- ^ 1 1971-1972 .> . • 1972-1973 * 1973-1974 ^ 

- v, J '^ . Living Funds LjA^ing*^ Funds\^ • Living F\inds Living Fund^ 
' / r \ ' for One ^onth for One Monjh f or'' On^ Month fo!r. One fenth 



la 



. Pennsylvania! . ^ 



Texas 

Texas Te<i:h 
Ohio 

Miami 



\ niinois I /jx :v^-s-:-"^|p| 
Y;-, U. of MlniM*'!!!--- 

' of ,M;<|bi^ri^|Si' 
■ ■■Florida > ■■ ' j^^ .J^.-'^'Mft' 
• ;.-:..5'lori^aJi>?t:a£i^.;:?;^ 



New, -J^r^^ 
Mas^ehtiisiN 



' a 

$101.,. 88" 


f 

. : $i4S.ii. - 


- " $i^,ii'->" 


■ i"$ 1^:66 ■ , : 


$112.55 ' . 

;$r43;.3a.;-:. : 


t ■ $154.44 
$' 97.22 

■i • ■■ ■ : ' ■ 


■»'(( 

, '$198; 33> 
■ ■..,$115i55- V * 


$188^23 ''v; 

,,$.iOl4.53>>J:;{i 


■$■-5^22 ■ 


- "-s;^ 1^/74.: 44 ■ 


• ".,.$i1l.ii: 


. $ 96. 00-; ^ \" 


$ 96. pO 


$132.88 


$178. 11- . . 


$ 163. 55 


$ 48.89 


$ 77.77 • 


■ $ lie. 11 \ 


. $105.33- ' 


$>11.8..89 


$161.11 


• $206.11 - 


■ $196.00 


$65.56 • 


$ 87.77 . 


\ $128^77 


$101.3.3" 


$ .68,89 


97.77 


■ \ .,,$142l,,77. . 


$132.*66 - 


$ 59.33 ■ 


; $101 i If 


$133.33 
f206.il . 


$115. 44 V* V, 


$118.89 


.'$161.11 •. 


$196.00 



^ -r- T|^- :0ii|^5^|^d of Illinois aj^d' Massachusetts provide free tuition 
f or ve$:^a^^^|3^^3^^ states at publib educational, ins titm 



NOTE: ' All;Vi|ataVis figured on the ba,sis of a nin^-mdrith school year. 



The GI b4?I3^^^ benefits before tuiticSn payiT\e^t; of: 



11 



f October - f §6^^^^^^ per month 

: -©tqitobeir*";!^)^ per month 

^ OdtoHer ^ ; 226 per month 



4 



IS A DESPERATELY NEEDED GI BILL 'INCREASE^ INFLATIONARY? 
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The Veterans Administration, - 
in its calculations, uses the 
Consumer Price Index to determine 
the levels at which the GI Bill 
should -be funded. While this 
is one measure, this chart shows 
two a^dditional fiscal measure^^ 
which point up the total inade- 
quacy of the GI Bill, especially 
-considering the fa^cl;, that tuition, 
and. other educational expenses 
must come out of the $220 per' 
month presented allottl^d per 
single veteran', (All svibsistence 

figures are for a single veterans) 
* 

$346 ' -■ \ 

(417% of 1948) .. 
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'.t:?,24% of 1948) " 
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3o^ §0 

1948 1974 , 1948 - 1974 - 

^ AVERAGE MONTHLY MO. EARNINGS: VETERANS' MO. SUBSISTENCE 
EARNINGS - UNDER MIN. WAGE J'UNDS . AFTER PAYMENT OF 

2g. AVERAGE TUITION AT ABOVE 



4J 



CO 

Q) U 
O 0) 

0) 0) 
CM > 





























CfP 












o\o 




dip 








in 


in 


00 


O 








O 




00 






• 


• 


• 


• 




» 


.' 




• 


• 


• 


H 




H 






1 


H 




CO 




in 





00 
' • 

CO 
H 



in 
H 



1 ^ 



O 
M 

Ci 

w 

I 

HI 



> 



o 



00 

o 



CO 



CO 



O 



m 



o 






ro 




CNJ 


tn 


o 












H * 


o 




CO 


o 




CO 


00 r 


00 




eg-. 








H 



CNJ 





'in 


in 




O' 




o 




00 


V 






00 


H 




o 




vo 




CO 


H 


H 




vo 


1 ^ 


















«^ 
















J* 








o 


00 


00 


o ' 


vo 




o 




CM 


in 


CNJ. 


H 


H 


vo 




o 


00 


00 








CNJ 






o 




(Ti 


CNJ 






00 


H 




c\ 


VJPO 


O 



CM 



ERIC 



4J 

E 



o 
M 
d 

00 

I 



0) 
















O 0) 




u +> 




0) 0)- 




CM > 





J 



CO 

0) 

0) 
> 



'as 
O 







dp 


dP 


dP 


dP 




in 












00 ► 


00 


in 


















H 




o> 


vo 




H 


iH 


00 


00 


CNJ 


VO 




O 


in 




00 




















CO 




00 


00 




o 


o 




o 


vb 


00 


o 


,o 




o 




CNJ 


CO 


CNJ 


o 


vo 




H 




■ »• 










m 




H 


tn 


in 


H 


H 










- CNJ 



>1 

•H 

to 

M . 
(!) 
> 
•H 

u 
o 

cn 



P 

u 

O 



H 



to 
to 
o 
u 
u 

>1 

H 
O 

w 



> 0) 

OS. 



o 
in 



CNJ 



0) 

to 

O 



u 
<u 

•H 

4J 

•H 

i 



dp 

CNJ 



dP 
^* 
00 



00 
00 

o 



vo 
in 



m 



o 
vo 
vo 



to 
CM 

» to 

o 
Jo 



29 



^-4 
cS 
H 
O 



4J 



dP 
VO 

vo 



o 
m 

CNJ 
CNJ 



dp 
VO 



dP &9 

VO CNJ 

00 in 



dP 
H 
00 



dp dp 
00 ^ 

in in 



vo 


in 


00 




* o\ 


VO 








H 


00 


00 


- <Ti 


S 




in 








00 




H- 


00 


oo 


















H 


H 


H 




CNJ 




H 





00 



00 vo 
vo 

H CNJ 



CNJ 



• 


>1 




OS 


4J 




u 


•H 














H 


OS. 


> 




cn 


•H 


O 










•3- 


u 


0 








U 


o 


• 


0) 




> 


•H 




•H 


>' 






OJ 


o 




X 






vo 

H 



00 00 



4J 
O 

e 



00 
00 

vo 



> 
•H 

M 
U 
O 



FIGURES SHOWING STATE T2\X EFFORTS 
GEKIiRALLY AMD FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 



THURSDAY. OCTOBER 31, 1974 



Stat« and Local Pm* Capita Tax Bwrd*n in Filial 1972-73 




State Appropria tioiisr Per. Capita State, Local 

^ ^ FOR HIGHER EDUCATION ^ ' rw^ ^ 



Alabama 
Alasko 
Arizona 
Arkansas . . . 
California . , 

a 

Colorado . . 
Connecticut 
Delav/are 
Florida 

Georgia . <i> 

Hawaii 
* Idaho 

l/linois ^ 
Indiana . 
Iowa ... 



Kansas 
Kontucky 
Louisiana / . 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts** 
Michigan 
.Minnesota . 9. 
Mississippi . . 
Missouri 



F 

Por Capttar 
Appro- 
priation 

$ 44.20' 
107.04 
70.85 
39.97 
65.33 

66.97 
43.80 
64.93 
50.96 
. 48.63 

69.35 
62.88 
; 55.03 
46.36 
51.76 

^ S5.73 
50.52 
49.29 
43.65 

. 44.38 

34.44 
57.61 
49.33 
56.?5 
41.24 



HIQHER EDUCATION 

• Per Capita 

Rank ■ • Appro Rank 
priation 

37 Montana " % 52.04 22 

1 Nebraska f, 55.35' 19 

3, Nevadd 51.87 23 

45 ; New Hampshire , 22.75 50 

8 New Jersey , 39.50 46 



6 
38 

9 
25 
' 33 

4 
13 
20 
35 
24 

18 
26 
32 
39 
36 

49 
15 
31 
17 
42 



New Mexico 
New York ... 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 



54.71 21 
64.04 ' 12 
62.85 
49.81 



Ohio 35:95 



Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania* 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee . 

Texas 

Utah ' 
Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin . 
* Wyoming . : 
Total U,S. . 



39.12 
57.32 
41.00 
50.20 
64.86 

47.24 
41.13 
42.26 
64.57 
42.81 

49.38 
66.84 
49.71 
71.69 
67.70 

51,86 



14 
28 
48 

47 
16 
44 
27 
10 

34 
43 
41 
.11 

40 

30 
7 

29 
2 
5 



• Estimated appropriation 

• Estimates of the 1974 populatron of the states, reported last 
week by the U.S. Census Bureau, have been used to calculate the 
percapjta appropriations for higher education for 1974-75 and the. 
state l^anklngs shown above. Appropriations figures used were pro- 
vided \>)f M. M. Chambers of Illinois State University. " »v 
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Taxes Rose 
$55inl97S 

Chicaco Daily Kewo 

In case you hadn't no- 
ticed, your state and local 
tax payments zoomed up 
ward last y^ar, Comme)-c»* 
Clearing House reports. , 0 , 

The national pub^^shin^!■ 
company, examining 'en.sus 
Bure/u data, said the avor- 
age American paic son.e 
S577 in incomie, piopeity, 
gasoline, liquor, sal-^s and 
other taxes last y^ir, 355 
more, than the previous 
.year. 

Altogether, the state and 
local take was $121,1 'oillit i. 
—more than a third of the 
$305 bilhon national oudget 
projected for the year ended 
June 30, 1973. 

has "been usual for the 
past eight years, iVow 'York- 
ers paid the most in taxes—- 
an average of $895 per tci.v 
payer, coJfnpared to 3789 lU 
1072. 
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.HOW GOOD IS TODAY'S GI BILL?' 



61 Bill Equality for all WW II Vets : Every l^-J II veteran could go to \\\\ 
state college or university and have $75 for subsistence free and clear of 
tuiti on s# books s and supply costs (unless he earned more per month than the 
aver^age US worker). 

Tution Charges Control Subsistence for Vietnam Vets : Only some Vietnam 
veterans who live in low tuition states have sums for subsistence that equal 
those which WW II vets received. AwfiuBl 'tuition charges for^ four-year publi 
college- range from $165 %w California^ to $266 to $37&per year in Texas, 
to up to $1 ,050 in Pennysl^^ania and $1,088 at the University of Varijiont- 

i ' 0 ' I 

Equal Educational Opportunity and Equal Mi iiitary Service : The VA ^'ustifies 
today s combined subsistence and tuition payment system by sayifig th^t on 
the average the Vietnam veteran has more constant dollars for his subsistence 
thaji dici'the WW II veteran. The* VA says that to give some veterans more 
dollars than other veterans receive, results in providing some veterans more 
benefits 5 rather than equal bewefits for equal m-Mitary service. 

But we arenot talking about giving people dollars, we are talking about 
educational opportunities.. Therefore', if some states charge so much more 
tuition than others and 't^ie difference amounts to $900 per year, then some ^ 
veterans may be unable to use their b^enef its. Today's syjstem. is in fact un- 
equal. ^ Because of a factor over which the veteran lacks control, the tui- * 
tion structure of his state, some will in practical effect have no GI Bill 
benefits. Because of this varying cpst'and the fact that some stated relied, 
after WW II, mdstly on private colleges, separate slibsiistence and tuition 
payments were used. Today's system would have mpant that WW H veterans 
in many states would never get to college. \ - 

The Fallacy of tTie Average : Advocates of the system of« giving veterans * 
equal dollars despite varying state charges for tuition jivould certainly not 
have advocated that such a system be applied to giving soldiers airline fares, 
home' when' they returned from Vietnam to California. If an average h^^ been 
used to pay for vets airline . tickets., then the funds givpn the veteran would 
have, been based on the cost of all air]ine tickets sold I'n the United" States. 
Those veterans liv.ing in California would' have far. more d6llars to get home 
than they needed while those^ veterans living in New York would hcl've h'^ad 
enough money to reach Chicago but no further. By using an average GI Bill i 
payment, we are penalizing veterans for 1 iving In New York, OhiOg Pennsy> 
vania, Indiana, Michigan and the New England states .just as we would if m 
used that average to pay for .their airline tickets. 

Across-the-Board Increases are Wasteful : Across*- the board, GI Bill Increases 
do not solve this problem and are wasteful of^the 'axpayer's money.. If, in^ 
order to get the New^York veteran hoine' from California, we gave, all vet§:^ns» 
15,0^20% more dollars, the New Ydrw veteran would still not get home but - 
the Calitdrnia veteran would have additional dollars to get there. - 

33 ' ■ 



Some Are Mor/lhan Average : The V^rgues^that on the average veteransjiave 
more money than WW II veter^^ns. But by definition^ half the preopTe will be 
less than average and thereby worse off. The point is^that all World War II 
v^eteranss rather than ju#t those whose"^ states charge -average tuition or less 
had arf adequate amount of subsistence funds to attend four year colleges. 

Average Tuition Charges Conceal DiffereTices r ,In reaching its statistics for 
a\^rage. public college costs, the VA lumps together the costs at two and 
four year colleges. Junior colleges, for the most part, charge significantly 
less than do four year colleges, bringing down the avercige. But' even- more 
important, public colleges and universities in the large states containing 
' tfcie majority of .veterails cire lumped together without the charges being^ 
weighted* to' reflect the number of veterans those states contain. . . . ^ 

^ The Constant Dollar is -a Bad Measure : The tape measure the VA uses to con- 

vert 1948 dollars into 1974 dollars, the consumer pricie in^ex suggests that, 
a 1948 dollar is worth $2.06 in 1974 dollars. This drSstically understates 

r ' I the changes in the value of the dollar, as. is shown in other items. If the 

consumer price index measure was used to set the minimum wage as th^ VA 
would have Congress do for th6 61 Bill, then the 40(t 1948 min-imum wage would 
be set at 82t per hour rather than the $2,20 per hour Congress designated in 
1974 and the $1.60 fgiure feached^in 1^67>. 

Average MontWy Earjiings Related to the GI Bill : In like fashion average 
monthly earnings in 1948 aSj^s6t by the Bureau of Labor Statistics were $212 
^ , per monthly. In February that^figure reached $637 per mcJnth,' three times wha . 
it was in 1948. For -today's veterans to have the same relative amount for 
subsistence that the WW II vets $75 joer month equaled, after payment of 
tuition, books and fees, $212 per months a figure unavailable to veterans in 
large states with high cost public universities, even after an increase to . ' 
>$270; . • , ^ " ^ . 

The Minimum Wage Test : Another measure is the monthly earnings a person 
would receive if paid at the minimum wage. Again, the WW II veteran's sub- 
sistence bas6d,o.n a fourty hour week exceeded the minimum wage' of 40(t an 
hour or $64 per month. The married veteran with a child received alrtibst 
twice as much as the minimum wage through the GI Bill. Today's veteran 're- 
ceives significantly less than the minimum wage, be he. single or marrried. 

Personal Income : Personal income was the measure selected by Sar Levitan 
who said in his 1973 book. Old Wars Remain Unfinished , that "comparing pay- 
ments to the three sets of veterans should also thake into consideration the 
overerll incre^e in productivity and standard of living and not only cost 
of living". Comparing the 191% increase in per capita, disposable income 
^ \ ' compared to that available, to WW* H veterans he >found that net subsistence 
benefits should have tripled. / ^ . 

onclusion : All of these different indicators suggest that rather than the 
0% of the veterans being better^offf than WW II veterans as is claimed, and 
thcjt' these ^veterans would have to give up dollars were we to return the 
WW II system; that if any'othef measure than* the Consumer Price Index were 
used, the veteran would receive' substantial additional subsistence ^umSg even 

ill/ . 



to the-se contemplated jn a $?7b per month GI Bil 
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